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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is in response to the Amendment filed 04/20/2007. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-2 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima et al. (US 4608415). 

As to claim 1, Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) teaches the basic claimed process of 
manufacturing a molded article including: applying a base paint substance to the 
molding surface (column 4, lines 53-64), injecting a plastic polyolefin foam 
(thermoplastic resin) (column 4, lines 37-41) against the base paint and holding the 
foam against the base paint layer for a predetermined time to form the molded article 
having a surface. It is submitted that because the plastic injected foam is at a high 
temperature due to its melt state that any heat from said foam will transfer to areas of 
lower heat, like the base paint coating. It is further submitted that in order for adhesion 
to occur a degree of diffusion has occurred at the interface between the foam layer and 
the base paint layer. As to claims 1 and 9, although Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) teaches 
the use of a polyurethane base paint as the in-mold coating substance, Ladney, Jr. (US 
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3871060) does not specifically teach the use of a chlorinated polyolefin. Nakajima et al. 
(US 4608415) teaches the use of a chlorinated polyolefin resin used in the form of an 
aerosol paint for coating purposes (column 3, lines 63-65). Therefore it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
chlorinated polyolefins as a base paint coating material as taught by Nakajima et al. (US 
4608415) in the process of Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) because of the known 
advantages that chlorinated polyolefins provide such as improved adhesion and stability 
(column 5, lines 9-20) of Nakajima et al. (US 460841 5). It is submitted that a 
chlorinated polyolefin improves the surface energy thereby improving adhesion. 

As to claims 2 and 5, Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) teaches the use of the 
chlorinated polyolefin resin coating in the form of an aerosol paint (column 3, lines 63- 
66). It is submitted that, in an aerosol delivered product, a plurality of particles are 
sprayed directly form a pressurized solution of such product. Nakajima (US Patent 
4,608,415) further teaches the chlorinated resins must be dissolved in solvents to make 
the aerosol solution (column 3, lines 63-66). Therefore it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a chlorinated 
polyolefin article spray coating as taught by Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) in the 
process of Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) because of the known advantages that chlorinated 
polyolefins provide such as improved adhesion and stability (column 5, lines 9-20). 
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Claims 3-4, 6-13, and 15-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ladney (US Patent 3,871,060) and Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) 
in further view of Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075). 

As to claim 3, Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) teaches the method of in-mold coating 
and Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) teaches the use of chlorinated polyolefin coatings. 

Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) do not 
teach electrostatic spraying of said coatings. Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075) 
teaches the coating of a substrate using thermosetting polymer compositions (abstract). 
Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075) further teaches that the coating composition can 
be applied by an electrostatic spray involving the steps of charging the particles to be 
sprayed by passing them through a corona field and depositing said particles onto the 
grounded article (paragraph 0092). Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled 
in the art at the time the invention was made to include the method of electrostatic spray 
taught by Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075) for applying a chlorinated polyolefin 
coating in the process of Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima (US Patent 
4,608,415), because of known advantages that electrostatic spraying provides such as 
reduced pinholes, hence providing for an improved product. 

As to claim 4, Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) teaches the use of the 
chlorinated polyolefin resin coating in the form of an aerosol paint (column 3, lines 63- 
66). It is submitted that, in an aerosol delivered product, a plurality of particles are 
sprayed directly form a pressurized solution of such product. Nakajima (US Patent 
4,608,415) further teaches the chlorinated resins must be dissolved in solvents to make 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/840,022 Page 5 

Art Unit: 1732 

the aerosol solution (column 3, lines 63-66). Therefore it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a chlorinated 
polyolefin article spray coating as taught by Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,41 5) in the 
process of Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075) 
because of the known advantages that chlorinated polyolefins provide such as improved 
adhesion and stability (column 5, lines 9-20). 

As to claims 6-7, Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) teaches the method of in-mold 
coating and Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) teaches the use of chlorinated polyolefin 
coatings. 

Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) do not 
teach the step of applying an electrically conductive substance. Rechenberg et al. (US 
2004/0249075) teaches electrically spraying a coating composition including carbon 
black (paragraph 0083). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to use carbon black (electrically conductive 
substance) as taught by Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075) in the coating process 
taught by Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) 
because of known advantages that carbon black provides such as aesthetic purposes 
(paragraph 0083) and electrostatic protection. 

As to claims 8-9, the teachings of Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima 
et al. (US 4608415) are discussed above in the 103(a) rejection of claims 1-2 and 5 
above but do not teach electrostatic spraying of coatings. 
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Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075) teaches the coating of a substrate using 
thermosetting polymer compositions (abstract). Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075) 
further teaches that the coating composition can be applied by an electrostatic spray 
involving the steps of charging the particles to be sprayed by passing them through a 
corona field and depositing said particles onto the grounded article (paragraph 0092). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include the method of electrostatic spray taught by Rechenberg et al. (US 
2004/0249075) for applying a chlorinated polyolefin coating in the process of Ladney, 
Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima et al. (US 4608415), because of known 
advantages that electrostatic spraying provides such as reduced pinholes, hence 
providing for an improved product. 

As to claims 10-11, Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,41 5) teaches the use of the 
chlorinated polyolefin resin coating in the form of an aerosol paint (column 3, lines 63- 
66). It is submitted that, in an aerosol delivered product, a plurality of particles are 
sprayed directly form a pressurized solution of such product. Nakajima (US Patent 
4,608,415) further teaches the chlorinated resins must be dissolved in solvents to make 
the aerosol solution (column 3, lines 63-66). Therefore it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a chlorinated 
polyolefin article spray coating as taught by Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) in the 
process of Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) because of the known advantages that chlorinated 
polyolefins provide such as improved adhesion and stability (column 5, lines 9-20). 
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As to claims 12-13, Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) teaches the method of in-mold 
coating and Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,41 5) teaches the use of chlorinated polyolefin 
coatings. 

Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) do not 
teach the step of applying an electrically conductive substance. Rechenberg et al. (US 
2004/0249075) teaches electrically spraying a coating composition including carbon 
black (paragraph 0083). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to use carbon black (electrically conductive 
substance) as taught by Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075) in the coating process 
taught by Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) 
because of known advantages that carbon black provides such as aesthetic purposes 
(paragraph 0083) and electrostatic protection. 

As to claim 15, it is submitted that because the process of Ladney, Jr. (US 
3871060) in view of Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) teaches the claimed process, then 
the resulting product would have a surface energy of at least 38 dynes per centimeter 
after the step of removing the molded article from the mold. Further, because Nakajima 
(US Patent 4,608,41 5) teaches improved adhesion of chlorinated polyolefin coatings, it 
is submitted that Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima (US Patent 4,608,415) 
suggest the improved surface energy of at least 38 dynes/cm. 

As to claim 16, the teachings of Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima 
et al. (US 4608415) are discussed above in the 103(a) rejection above but do not teach 
electrostatic spraying of coatings. 
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Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075) teaches the coating of a substrate using 
thermosetting polymer compositions (abstract). Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075) 
further teaches that the coating composition can be applied by an electrostatic spray 
involving the steps of charging the particles to be sprayed by passing them through a 
corona field and depositing said particles onto the grounded article (paragraph 0092). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include the method of electrostatic spray taught by Rechenberg et al. (US 
2004/0249075) for applying a chlorinated polyolefin coating in the process of Ladney, 
Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima et al. (US 4608415), because of known 
advantages that electrostatic spraying provides such as reduced pinholes, hence 
providing for an improved product. 

As to claim 17, Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) teaches injection molding, hence 
teaching on injection molding apparatus (column 2, lines 40-45). 

As to claims 18-19, Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) teaches the method of in-mold 
coating and Nakajima et al. (US 4608415) teaches the use of chlorinated polyolefin 
coatings. 

Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima et al. (US 4608415) do not teach 
the step of applying an electrically conductive substance. Rechenberg et al. (US 
2004/0249075) teaches electrically spraying a coating composition including carbon 
black (paragraph 0083). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to use carbon black (electrically conductive 
substance) as taught by Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075) in the coating process 
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taught by Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) in view of Nakajima et al. (US 4608415) because of 
known advantages that carbon black provides such as aesthetic purposes (paragraph 
0083) and electrostatic protection. 



Response to Arguments 

As to claims 8, 16-17 rejected under 102(b) applicant's arguments are moot in 
view of applicant's amendment. 

Applicant contends Applicant contends that Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) and 
Nakajima et al. (US 4608415) are not properly combinable and are nonanalogous 
references. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) teaches a polyolefin product that is coated which 
adds a desired property to the product (col. 4, lines 38-41 and col. 5, lines 5-10). 
Nakajima et al. (US 4608415) teaches a chlorinated coating used on polyolefin products 
to add a desired property to the product (abstract). Since both references are 
concerned with coatings applied to polyolefin products, they are clearly analogous and 
properly combinable. The examiner maintains that their combined teachings suggest 
the instant invention. 

Applicant further contends that Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) and Nakajima et al. 
(US 4608415) are not reasonably pertinent to the same problem. Applicant's arguments 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. The primary reference of 
Ladney, Jr. (US 3871060) is not cited to disclose advantages of chlorinated coating, 
however he does show a coating on the exterior of his molded polyolefin article. It is the 
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secondary reference, Nakajima et al. (US 4608415), which teaches the advantages that 
chlorinated coatings will have on a polyolefin article. 

Regarding claims 9-1 1 and 15 applicant contends that they are not anticipated as 
discussed, relative to claim 8. This is not persuasive because claim 8 was amended 
therefore making the previous rejection is moot. 

Regarding claims 3-4 and 6-7 the teachings of Rechenberg et al. (US 
2004/0249075) merely disclose the grounding of the substrate (the examiner is 
interpreting that since the polymer is applied to the substrate and then cured to form a 
film, the substrate acts as a mold) and applying charged particles onto the surface of 
the substrate (see previous interpretation note regarding the substrate/mold) (paragraph 
[0092]). The examiner maintains that this teaching in combination with Ladney, Jr. (US 
3871060) and Nakajima et al. (US 4608415) teach the claimed invention in claims 3-4 
and 6-7. 

Regarding the obviousness of modifying Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075), 
it is noted that the examiner did not propose to modify Rechenberg et al. (US 
2004/0249075). Rechenberg et al. (US 2004/0249075) modifies Ladney, Jr. (US 
3871060) in view of Nakajima et al. (US 4608415). Rechenberg et al. (US 
2004/0249075) does teach a method of electrostatic spray for applying electrical charge 
to particles (corona discharge), grounding the substrate (mold), and applying the 
charged particles to the substrate (mold) (paragraph [0092]). As noted above, it is the 
position of the Examiner that one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that a mold 
may be categorized as a substrate, thus being obvious to modify Ladney, Jr. (US 
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3871060) and Nakajima et al. (US 4608415) in further view of Rechenberg et al. (US 
2004/0249075) to meet the claim limitations. 

Regarding claims 12-13 and 18-19 applicant contends similar argument made 
above regarding claims 3-4 and 6-7. Applicant's arguments are not persuasive as 
discussed above. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Keith J. Godfrey whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6391. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-5:00 Mon-Fri. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina A. Johnson can be reached on 571-272-1176. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Sen/ice Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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